Subsequently,   the  counsel who had represented  respondent at  the hearing
..             on November 5,   1980,  withdrew as  counsel in this  proceeding because a dispute

*3             among respondent's stockholders had created a conflict of interest which made

it improper for him to  represent respondent  in  this proceeding.

Judge Laurenson  rescheduled a hearing after permission to proceed had
been obtained  from the bankruptcy court,  but  that hearing had to be canceled
because of budgetary constraints.     Judge Laurenson again scheduled  the cases
for hearing,  but  that hearing also had to be canceled when Judge Laurenson
became one of  the judges who were subject  to a reduction in force.

The cases were thereafter reassigned  to me and I issued a prehearing
order on February  12,   1982,   requesting that  the parties provide answers  to
basic factual and procedural questions by March  12,   1982,  but  the time  for
answering had to be extended so  that respondent's newly assigned counsel
could obtain records   from the former counsel who had withdrawn.     Thereafter,
additional extensions of   time had to be  granted because  complainant's  counsel
was forced to undergo surgery for a serious back problem which involved a
long period of post-operative  recuperation.

The cases were  finally  scheduled  for hearing on January 11,   1983,   in
Abingdon,  Virginia.     Before a  formal hearing had begun,   I asked counsel  for
the parties if  they had discussed settlement.     Complainant's counsel  stated
that he had not  tried  to   settle  the cases with  the lawyer who was now repre-
senting respondent,   but  that he had tried unsuccessfully to settle the  cases
with respondent's  former  attorney.     Counsel for respondent indicated  that he
was quite willing to discuss settlement.     Therefore,  the parties-were given
;            an opportunity to discuss  settlement.     Shortly  thereafter,   counsel for com-

'.            plainant advised me  that   the parties had reached a settlement agreement under

which respondent had agreed  to pay complainant an amount of $1,300 with re-
spect to  the complaint   filed  in Docket No.   VA 79-128-D and an amount  of   $700
with respect to  the  complaint  filed  in Docket No.   80-170-D,  or a total of
$2,000 for both cases,   including attorney's  fees.

|                   I find that  the  settlement  agreement  should be approved.     Complainant

I            had obtained a job with another employer after his  second discharge and

there was not a long period  for which back pay  could have been required even
':              if a hearing had been, held on  the merits and an outcome  favorable to  com-

plainant had resulted.     Additionally,   in view of  the  fact  that respondent is
now involved in formal  bankruptcy proceedings,   the usual relief of reinstate-
ment of complainant   to  his  former position would not be possible.

:                      WHEREFORE,   for  the  reasons hereinbefore  given it  is ordered:

(A)     The parties'   settlement agreement is  approved.

(B)    Within 30 days   from the date of  this  decision,   the complaint   filed
in Docket No.   VA 79-128-D shall be  considered satisfied and dismissed upon
payment by respondent of   $1,300.00 to complainant  and  the complaint  in Docketdrum on company property.
